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SUMMARY
bezen involved with the people and government of the
it status

1]

Over

1858. r tima,
its independence

U.S.

The U.S. hasa
Philivrines s=ince the Spanish-American War in
changed from a U.S. colony to a Commonwealth, finally gaining

in 1946. Since 18398, except for the years of Japanese occcupation durxing
WW YI (1942-44), the U.S. haa had a military presence there. In the =arly
years following WW II, it was because the Philippine government wanted the
to help guarantee their continued freedom and prosper.iy. However, after
of China in 1949 and the =zubsegueni Z:nc-Soviet
Ler nesad Lo have military
comnrunism in that

communiat takeover
government saw an even gre
.

the

security pact, the U.S5.

bases in the Philippines in order to contain the spread o
region of the worid.

For the past 40 years, U.S. presence there has servad as a huffer to
"montain® the growing Soviet presence in Eagt Azis 38 well as to signal oury
“political intent® to remain a regional power. More recent , cdue to its
unique location astride the transoceanic route between the JONUS and the

Iindian Ocean, the U.S. air base in the Philippines has surntoried the effic
logistical =zupport of Diego Garcia, enabling U.3. naval forosz Lo matintai
credible posture in the Persgian Gulf. Our major installaticns {(the navy
repair facility at Subic Bay and Ciark Air Base) and the znall stations
supporting radar surveillance and cormunications together =nrovide immediate
and tactical air power projection. Additionally, ths zerve as the
commnunication (east-west as we2ll as
the worid. The gs=

naval
supply, and

of tranaeportation,
in that wast and far flung .region of

north-south)
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location of Clark Air Base and Subic Bay Naval Base are the linch

pins of the U.S. atrategy of forward deployed forces in the =outhwest Zaci

[

ic,
Current force levels are relatively small; however, the potential of the hases
(logistical support, refueling, ship repair, and tactical / strategic force
projection) greatly underscores their importance both for deterrence and for

expanded wartime operations,.

Over the past 29 years, our relationship and presence nhas been

articulated and governed by a succession of trade acts, defensse treaties, and

1

executive agreementz as well aa an evolution of amendmenta to Lhese documents,
The U.3. and Philippine governments recently concluded a pivotal Review of the
Military Base Agreement (MBAY in the Fall of 1988 which w2ll remain 1in eff=ct
until Sep 13831. Most critical to the current base rights zsituation is the
upcoming requirement to renegotiate the entire MBA by Oct 1991. This fixed

timetable in which to conclude a new agreement was set into motion (and law)d

i

by two prior MBA reviews and by the recent changes to the Philippine
constitution. In the review of the MBA in 1866, the duraticnm of the MRA was
shortened from 39 vears (agreed to in 1947) to 23 years. rfurthermore, in 1979
an agreement was reached that required that the MPA be revieswed every five
years. In 19856, in the wake of the turbulent transition from Marcos to
Aguino, the new Philippine government produced a constitution which left no

doubt as to the criticeaelity of 1991.

Art. XVIII Sec. 25. After the expiration in 1991 of <he Agreement
betwes» the Republic of the Philippines and the United States of
America concerning Military Bases, ioreign military bases, troans



or facilitiea shall not be allowed in the Philippinesz except under a
treaty duly concurred in by the Senate and, when Congress so requires,
ratified by a majority of the votea caat by the peoplis 1n a3 national

+

ol v

refersndumn held for that purposs, and recouanized a:
contracting State.

H
i
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Therefore, within the newt two years, the U.S. and the Thilipvines nust
renegotiate the entire MBA in order for the U.S. to remain in “he Philippines
past that timeframe. With the clock ticking away on this mandated ZJesadline,
our future presence within thias country and region, the levael of our autonomy
of operations there, and the price, both political and econom:ic, of stayving or

ieaving will be playved out against a backaround of distraching and ofien

e

conflicting events and issues by two governments with different percentions of
the national and international scene. The recently concluded Review of the

MEA only further refined but did not resolve many of the oontentiosus
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However, the success of that negotiation along with a contirnued open di
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with the Philippine government will hopefully set the atase for a srooth and
realistic renegotiation of the MBA prior to 1992, If now, ard the resultant
political and/or economic cost is judged to be too great, the U.S. may find
itasaelf out of the country and possibly out of the region az a taime when U.S.
presence may be most needed as a stabilizing force in the equilibrium of that

reglion.

ISSUES AND PERSPECTIVES

Background Issues: The following four broad areas (political framework,

economic healith, perception of the threat, and the effectz of nationalismd

VY



serve more as background isaues to the more specific key issues to be

{

addressed in the upcoming MBA negotiations. But, while they appear o b

)]

subtle and vague in contrast to the key issues, their influsnce may prove to

14

he more pervasive and fundamental to the ultimate outcome of the negotiations.

Political - The =lections of 1988 in the U.S. did not focus on this basing
issue. However, depending upon many factors (threat-va-cost, status of the
1.5. deficit, etc.) the issue may becoms heavily "politicized" for the U.S. as
well as for the people of the Philippines who will also -2 facing key
congreszsional and presidential e=lectiona in 1992, Becauss the renegotiation
of the MBA must be conciuded by the Fall of 1931, it is most likely that +the

MBA i1ssues involved in one will be reflected as political issues in the other.

w

Econcmic - The health of the U.S. economy/deficit will weigh heavily in the

decision and could have an almost geometric relationship -“o the cost o

Hy

1

acauiring base righta {(ahort- and long-term:. Likewige, “he =conomic health
r = 2

of the Philippines could be a factor, and the resulting political cost of a

continued U.S. presence may, on bkalance, heavily skew the cuantiiy an
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funding demnanded by the Philippines as an offaet for thia policical cost

Threat - The Soviet Pacific Fleet nag become tLthe larasz=- of Lthe Soviet
Mavy's four fleets, containing one third of &ll =zubmarines and naval aireoraft
and one fourth of all principal surface combatanta. It hasz irccreased from 200

shims in 1960 to over 500 today. Soviet access to the navs! and air base
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complex at Cam Ranh Bay and Danang in Vietnam srovides

n



with the means of intensive attacik against maritime shippine in the regoon

I+ puts Tu-16 Badg=r long range aircraft within unrefuled striking ranae of
¢ g e J =

the important Indonesian straits as well ag all of Tha:zland, Indonesis, the

Philinpines and the scuthern coast of China. This capability Jives iLha

Scvieta unpavallisled accesz to vital SLOCs (mining, reconnaizsancs, =2ta) as

well as the capabkility to strike U.S. bases in the Philippines. Clearly, the
Soviets now pose the principal military threat to Weastern interests in the

If the Scoviet Union scales back ita presence in the regio

goLnz 32 far as toe leave Cam Ranh Bay and Danang, then

“super pcower® USA in the region will be reduced. Likewise, >f the Persilan
Zulf *epsions oontinue to abate, the reguirement for the T30 Lo wmaintzin a
cresenc2 in the region may not be viewed as & necessity oy rvegilonal nations or
the 1.8, elzctorate. Conversely, if the .8, were to npull out of ths racion,

other naticnsg (China, Japan) might have to increase thelr capazi

presence to insure an unimpeded flow of oil/commerce throuih this e

sust to £ill the vacuum). In sc doing, this could skew tne military salanos
of power in the region and further raise the spectre of regional insta-iliiy,

[

Nationalism - The '"Revolution of 1986" in the Philippineas ouste

ctator

o

Lo

{

(Marcos), brought in a popular leader (Aquino), and highlighte a resurgent

§

independent democratic "feeling" in the Philippine people. This mcod nay
prove to have a dominant influence on the Philippine Government wanting no

foreign power on its soil, regardlesa of threat or impact on their eccnoay.

o



Thess four broad issues are present and will continue
ameliorating forces or "threads”™ which, waven together, will make up Lhe

fabric of background issues covering the negotiating Labils over She nert
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ey ITassues! The followling kKey igsues {(soverelgaby; nuc.eass w

and typea of conmpensation for base rights) are at «

debate and will be central to future negotiation =ffortsz. Thzy canture the

of an emerging desire of the Philippine neo;

and autonony over their destiny.
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othey laesuss Fall) ever since Yhe U.S. has heen in

Auuine and the feel

2 the averarching and dominant issue.

- Base Land Delimitation: The

i

“rsld deed' or own all permanent facilitiex which we burld on fts land. Faost
¢ cur ktreaties with other nations provide for this. Trzally, ners has

beernn general agreement on this point beginnin

(O3]
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s early as 1272 and continuing

~J



chprough the recsnt 15388 reviesw of the MBA.
Sperabtional Control! At lsasue here 12 how Lo palanss P
increzsed sovereignty over the bases with U.8. insziste
wilitacvy control.'” The Philippine davernmant main

~ . g Lo
e L OX
tTarned thia

it wantsz to assune comnplete aperational control of our bases and our air and
naval opsraiionsg during perioda when Philippine national zecurity s at atak
- Oriminal S Thiz has been a govereliynty o irg the nasxt
but, currenhly, 1% 1s wot a major issue because a systen o concurrent
has heen implenented in recent years. This rlssus is more of a
irritaant a2t Zhe day-to-day working level where, emotionaily,., <ach of the two
“oodes" wounlid prefer total jurisdiction in specific cases,
Nuclear Weapons - This issue has been defined in two ways. n o the mast, 1t
was felt that Yhe presencse of the U.S. and its nuclsear weagpons made the base
{and the ccocuntry) a "magnet” for a firsi strike nuclear attaok Ly =34
raticns., This aide of the issue waa largely diffused by “he swplscation tha
the U.8. coulsd acot etrike a potential Ynuclear power" anany
Philippines, therefore the U.S,-occupied bazes in the would not
for preemption.  In recent years this issue has evaolved into the
current afgumrnt of *“whether surface vessels, aircraft, or =ubnarines should
e allowad to =ransit Philippine airaspace or waters while oirrying nuclear
waeancons®. The nuclear issue continues to be one of the most contenticus
proflenas betwsen the two countries because 1t diametyically challenges Lhe

45]
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cngstanding t.S. pesition to "neither confirm nor deny" the pressrce of

nucleay w=arons anywhere, at any time. However, the Philippine Conzititution
nf 1986 specifically addresses this issue as well, ifthereby making 2t ancthex
critical sovevreignty issue in future negotiations.

Art, II Swe 8, The Philippines, consatatent with the nationsl

intereszt, adopts and pursauega 3 policy of fresedaom {from nuclear

Wweapons in its territory.
T™hiz stance takes the issue into the realm of a New Zealiand-lile posture of

no nuikes . . anywhere™.
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major issgue,

Parity of aid with other U.S. allies (Turkey, Egypt, Izrael, bl - aea chart

i
1
r

pavments with no restrictions are all held up as goals by ths Philippine

7.5, Yilitary and Economic Agsistance (8 Mild - FYs &£%-a7

Spain Grescs Turikey
Total: 1123 1373.5 2225

Additionally, the fact that Egypt, Iaraesl, and Ps

T

share of U.3. aid without providing any basge facili

w
T
s
M
{0

unfairnesa, =ven though the special aituation 2f those countr:es and thear

disproporticnate levels of aid is understocd (although clearly anot accepied)



by Philippine leaders.

However, *he level of compensaticon that isg Lozl faizr (Lo the Ph:rlispine
o a
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anad affordable (Lo the U.S.) will be an issue of debate

the approach of the 19391 deadline. Total levels of aid as=
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of funding (Economic Support Funda, Military Assistance Program funds,
Develonrent Assistance, Food Aid, and Housing Investment sSuarantees) are
driven by historical trends and procedures in our congressionally approved
nudget process. Additionally, the historical levela of coarruption within the
Philigvine government would preclude the U.5. government from aver wanting to
agree to the "no strings attached® requeit of Philippine negotiatora, The

chart balow shows the totals and types of aid which the U.5. has provided to

-
a

the Philippines within the paat decade.

Annual U.S. Aid to the Philinpines (& Mii)

Periocd (FYs): 79 - &3 84 - &9 91
Total Annual Aid: 100 180 *
Breakout by Category:
- MAP Funds 60 25 200
- FMS Credits 60
- ESF Credits 40 a5 el
- Dev. Assis & Food Aid - =1
- Housing Invest. Guarantees - 25
# This historically high level of funding is still we': zhort of the
$1.2 Bil per yvear sought by Philippine Senator Xenglanus but is closer
to the more reasonable $500 Mil per year proposed Fresident aquino.,
Ancilliary Issues - Other issues raised by Philippine negot:ators which do not

appear to have major significance on balance with those praviously mentioned

are as follows:

it

ase Agreement:! The Philipoine government wants future

!
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aid in place of

Phi ine
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negotiate arcund it),

1N
~

the unwiiling
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83 Security:

as been agre=2d to by the

13

of a guarantee of U.S.

here is ne precedent for

Senate,

the '"best efforts”

R
<

through the budget proce

likely have difficulty getting the

as regquired by law.

If the U.S.

isaue f3lle undsr

.8, The Philippine secu

=,

Filipinos could view this ax y=t

rity

government support

173
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orrn of a treaty vice an executiv

1

with the sole responsibility of guarding the perimeter of

Philippine bases.

alls meter

shortf

hae always been

bas

Philippine zea.

governmnaent

The key

keeprng the negotiations secret

However,

issues addressed are significant,

of the renegotiation mandate,

due to ongoing internal

put is not an issue at this time.

nolarize the two respective governments.

coubiad

(out onif the glare o

[y

Phi

The perimeter guard isasue remainsz a
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agraenant,

for

Unfortun

does not comwiy with

to recognize Philippine sovereignty.
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and public opinion), will meke their resolution more di
especially so as they are viewed against the previousaly addreszzed
rtasues of increaged political activity, an uncertain

of rising nationalism.

TERNATIVES

-

Resolintion of these issues ranges across a broad spectrum of options:

maintaining the s

e

atuz quo with only minor adjustments to some of the

individual issues; retaining current force levels and Lases with racor

substantive changes to the key issues; executing a partial force relacation

from the Philippines; a total force withdrawal but

remarning in the region

through basing arrangements with other nations; or drawine back ent

[ 2

the region through

[{a]

1 relocation to Japan/Korea or returning o
CONUE., 4 further variation of all of the above opiions

phased wizhdrawal of the forcel(s) £from the Philippines. Short of

maintaining the status gquo, none of these options wil: b

what i1z perceived as the cheapest (econoric) opticn in the chort tarm could

well becone the most expensive option (politically) in i

+he igsues are not carefully weighed against the emevging x

g realities -f ris:ing
nationalisn, changing economic orders, and shifting
The besz way +to explore the alternative 2asing owvitions is ta erawmine the

individual nisszlon areas (i.e., Alrlift, Tactical 4ir, anc Zhip RKecaig)

~ L £ S1L) .
Uncdey each migsion area we will review the unigque benef:ite of thes curraent



basing cption, prapcss regional alternatives (1f any exisit: and finaily the

ocut~of-region fallback

it

Before looikin

G

a the individual mission areas, howev=r, we nead to

address those non-mission unigue facilities, the base suppcr:t infrastructure
which we grow to accapt/take for granted with tThe passage of L-.ne,.

Dormitorisas, family housing, base exchange/commisasary facilities, fuel ana

munition storage, loglstice warehouses, and administrative and morale and
recrzation facilities ~ all are very coztly and toosk many vears of active

furd:ing support. Recent sstimates have egtablighed a notional curvyent valiue
g Ry

of between onsm-half to one billion dollare to build a new basse. Assumlng that

tihzs Ffunding was immediately available, the fime reguaired —o acTually uxld
the faciiity could easily stretch over several y=ars. fitn the current

budzyetary situation and gaven the recent examples of turbulent base ra

Q
o
¢t
m

nacotiations (Spain, Greece, and Philippines), it is most unlikely that

ot
=3

e
U.S. Congress or electorate would favorably consgider a major ewmpenditure of
thiz nature or magnitude of cost. Therefore, option select on must be

gsensitive to these dynamics. Since we have raised the iszsus of recent ztarnmny

base rvights negotistion efforts, it ils probably 2 good tins to vecall that
nationalism and sovereilgnty issues playved major roles in e decision o
nove the U.S. F-1& Tactical Fighter Wing out of its countwry.
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Airiisn: Geograpnically, Clark Alr Base is uniguely located o

support logistic supwori operations in the western FPacifico an
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Jcean. Disgtances from other airfielide in the region (Yakewa, Hicikkham, Jileco
Garcia) - all oDossessing long runways and large, reinforced wamyp and
logistical through-suspoert facilities - make Clark an cupifimunly-_.ocstad merber

-

of & western Pacific fransportaticn gpoke network. The lorna x

teofd distances redguired with mawinum cargo Loadn and the

reguirad to £iy the route lengthsa., Therefore, when other aizerastaves are
prooosed, tnhey s=ither ahrink or atretch the traneportaticn Linlz thaet
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ar instance, the igland of Palau, S0C NN e

in
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211 900 milesz shorter and corvespondingls

it
-;’_‘.

!
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Garcia 90% piles longer. Palau is a "Fully 4ssociated Stata' ander tThe
gecurity srotection of the U2.5., and =23suming basing arrangeranis con.ld be
succe2zsfully concluded, the airfield, support facilitiss, znd sase
infrastructure would have to be built from the ground un.

Sipgavors and Thalland y DUt Lhelr

ceographical location would reguire intermediats stops at Suam or Xadena.

Assuning that sufficient ramp space and hanger/storage facil:irtiss coula be
leased for an aerial port at Singapore, its EEDECLally

[ wd
(r
Hr
find
t+,
1t
o
i

naval ship repair facility at Subic Bay had to be relocated to

Singapore. Ffacilities at Utapac AB adequately supported heavy aircraft

10

operations in the 1970’s and assuming a baasing agreement could be reached with
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N



(the .S,

[Ee]

However, it 1s unlikely that the Navy would oco-iocate
facility in Thailiand due to the shallow waters and lac
facilitiea and a trained labor force.
There are cbhbvious collatoral advantages to <o-lcc
and ship renair facilities at the zame or nsar
if only the Navy SRF wae reliocated to Singapcore, Li is
relatively ninor ewxpansion of facilities and infrastou
airlif+s huz couvld be eatablished that would supoort
32 well as a nodest South Pscific capability. Exvpandead
lagistical {(parte, supnlies, fuel, munit-ons, et
imnmediate raguirement. Therefore, the axrl:ift mrssion
worzanle alternatives, Lult none would fulf:11 Tlark’g
supoort the region withoul some decrement. The Singarcoyr
the sost viatls option.
Tactical Ailr: Zurrently, the Tac Air assete at Tlark
of F-4a4G/%Z aircraft, the Hunter -{iller Zean
aneny surface-to-alr misgile (SAM) capability. Tha -
the Funter-Uiller teanr 1s duse to be v Ty the F-
Daixific threat driving this suppression support iz L
However, Clark Alr Bass and thse Phoolipo
re denefits for the assignsd Fign* 3oas
cther Tac Ailr assets in the Pacific. The Philioonine T
_S

t e
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was invited to leave Thailand in 1975),

ugeful facility reguiring raslatively minor upgrade
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unconzstrainaed low level tactical training and virtually yesy oo ond ki
weather fivaing. The tactical bombing range at CTroe Valley and
cver-watery s.:r combat training area/missile fiving rangs oflev
valuable realiastic training opportunities for all of tha ToaLTiryaftt o oIn
the Pacific {all services).

{cne oi thesze options for any of the misslion areas ar: gasy, “az 30cd
22" the curcent setup, or cheap. Infrastructurs - 2arts, S Tyaoe
runwaya, Tuel 2nd munition storage oL Wi, T, AW
exnensive and takte time to put into operatrion bui no wove a tralned
and reliable civilian work force and an on-going workiny ralat:icnstis wiith
anoiher natron’s citizens,

Clearliy, the zhrsat picture and short-range {forecas: <or Zast dw_a and
Socutheast &zia have changed from the near halovon davs o9 oosn -E oand aevan

from a decade ago. The Soviet Union apgears =—o be drawing -0 iza Loycy {even
if its presenrnce has grown nore formidablie in the zegiconlt., Lk Lhe Soviet

Jnion, China, too, 18 concentrating on impraoviig ita don

i

v B

¢

Hzalthy bilateral talks are on-going between hirstorical srariss, anc vagionel

alliances show promise of moderating what little adventuriasn e

vt
o
o
Ve
o

i nlace.

v

The Iran-Irac war is on hold for the present, and the nee:x oy V.3, azcore of

D

reflagged fan!

il

ro iz on the wane. The flow of nern and o

-
S

il

18 Likewise abating. The governments of the

stronger, both vpolitically and economically.
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nyer economically and militarily and are rapidiy movond Lo 2hat olad
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where “hay can b=2ar an even greater responsibility for

h
t

Gwi security,

Indeed, why not have the U.S. puil out of Southezst Asia altogether? Wha

the risks to stakility in the regioen? &nd what iz the cost of these raiszks?

What i3 percevtion and what is reality? What is aiways unclear, however
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ity of countries, regicons, and the world under Lhs var

forces of change to the ecconomic, pelitical, and secursyiy

The answera to the above gusationg are unzlsar. What we nave to do

ving scenarios (“what if’a'") to the above
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scenarios we have tTo ansvwer scome basic guesticzna abeout UoZ. ant
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=, both regional and worldwlde

k-4

g the U.S. interested in regional stanility?
- Whaz price is the U.S. willing to pay Lo maintain stabhility?
- Is thia atability required to further our economi:s anrd political

fand reduce the reguirement of having Lo usze active =mil_tary

- Iz our prezsence in East, Scutheast, and Scuthwest fzls required

e -
e T

guarantee the future stability
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And finally, we nmust evaluate our responses To this lair
cueatione in light of the acenarios gpregsented by the firsi ==t of quest

4

Therse are costs of doing any of the inittiatives previ:

{econeomic, nolitical, and military). Toncurrently, there mve ooxizs of

o

w

]

[¥8
@]
e
it

b
o
.

o+

i



crtunately, the %

_ rue cost of any cpticr ia not as esasy to
cuantify. Rzcause they ¢can’t be guant:ified cleanly, & sinslse coats/benzdls

iazted with any of the aptionsg (othear than mainzasinics the status cuo) are
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much more expensive than our current cost of doing bdusin
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Philippines. However, with our current budget situation 3nd the vague nature

AN

e 7,5, ia not like

-

v to agres to z2hEars L

£ - -

in aid to

[

cf the threat, t
e Philinspines =ven 1f it was shown to be less costly zhan multiple
relocation movement withain tha region. And finally, we nuz: view theze

guesztons ana their an

1]

werg from both a ahort termn and loog range peraoective.,

~

The anaswars nost Tertainly change, and in the final analysizs, we auskt chocsze
what 12 best in the near term while hoiding open opticona oy Zueture

developments.

Jiearlyv, the forces of change will always be upon ug, Zut Lthay can be

f£or the gonod. China’s peaceful erergenc
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offsetting force to the Soviet presence is promising. Japan’s robust

?

1
id

econonic health shoulid allow for a stronger mil:i:tary and 2

narantes safe passage of needed rew materiale and food for 1ts gurvival.,

Q
¥

Jaran’s projected annual surplus (1388-32) is projected a» 386G - 80 billion

dollars. With that economic muscle and a visionary auvpro=chn Lo the future,
Japan could build the confidence and framneworis for a shirona raiationshic with
the ASEAN natiocna,. If it can do this and at the gsame tine Jd:ffuse worry

within the region about its growing military might, then :ts strength could be

a source of stability. If, however, the nations of Asia view Japan’s growing
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military capakility with alarm, it could be most destakilizing and rais

ig
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host of other regicnal probliems. The answer aprears to e as follows! Zf the
naticns of East Asia could grow incrementally, individusalln

maintaining robust economies while establishing stabile,

then, indeed, it would be possible for the U.S5. to draw

i

in A=ia. The underlying problem centers on the &iements of time, stabi!
ancd chance - *the uncertainty of the future.

I believe the anawers to all of the proposed gueastions wmoint to the

-

necessity for the U.S. to nove slowly and deliberately to nainta:n cur

presence in the Philippines. This will guarantee our abill move freely
and guickly in timnes of crisis to maintain sfabhility in that regicon of the

world. Only when that etability isa aasured, could we bhsgin to zeriouzly

entertain the notion of an incremental force drawdown in thz Tountry o the

T
Iy
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region. The challenge lies in working with the government the Phrlinvines

Ry
i
s
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ot

to bring this about. Simultaneousliy, we can encourags th

vibrant nations of the region (Japan, Xorea, Taiwan and S:inganare) o “ake an

evan more active role in shaping mutually beneficial econonic raliationshins

with the Philippines.

The recent succesaful resolution of the MBRA Review (=3 avpendlis for
detzils) will serve as a benchmark toward progress in the vranegcetiation of the
MB4 in 1991. Both geovernments showed a willlingness to resclve ths nolarizing

iasues, at least for the near term. In the next two yearsz, e U.S. must

continue to highlight the contributiong that th

Iy
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CCmor

strategic interssts and bilateral relations - to both the covernments and
electorates of the Y.S, and the Philippines. For rngtance, L2 iz eatinated
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at the total annual U.S. econonmic benefit to the Philipoinss will be 10 t

o

R
(Y

o

range of $1.2 to 1.8 billion dolliars in the next Lwo veacrs. President

Aquinoc’z taslk is to use her leverage to orchestrate rzasconabile and reazsvpconzibdble

demnandx for compensation and modifications to the current tresty whioh take
into account her country’s aesnsibilities about acvereigniy. The <hallenge for
the U.3. 13 *o heln President Aguino sustain her political strengith

getting tha least restrictive treaty for a fair and justifiable price. The
rea: dilemma iz that thesse goals may be mutually sxoluasive,

Eowever, should these efforts fail, the U.Z. needs o 2e ready ta

ewecute alternative options in the heirarchy we
timz we will have a bhetiter appreciation for force gsitruciurs decisions
azzociated with cur on-going budget deliberations. There mav ke practical,

most-meneficial noves within the overall Pacifilc dDagingy olan to accommodate a

reduced military budget and still posture ocursgelves against the threat. We:
nust een cur cpiione open and malntain a broad perapective. To da less would

cpen us uw to the folly of an ill-conceived sitirategy of Chasing a decliasing
S

array of available overseas bases.
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HE PHILIPPINE MILITARY
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Compensation (per year for FYs S0/91)

-l

Qo Mi

(533

- Eccenomic Suwpport Funds £1

- Militarv Assiatance Program (MAP)Y Funds $200 Mil
~ Development Assiatance and Food Aid i« $9& Mil
-~ Housing Investment Guaranteess $25 Mil

Total: 8481 Mil per year

- J.2. agresg that storage or installation in the 2x:l:

N [

or non-conventional (chemical or

conponenta will require Governnent of the Philipoines
- Transits, ship visits, and overfliights will not s =

continue in accordance with currenit NCND policy

¥Mutual Security
- Reaffirms existing mutual commitmrant

- Includes a "best efforts pledge” for nutuzlly aursao
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financial agsistance. Thia pleadg.

~a

tn

th



- Futurs siructures bhelong oo of construction
{mongistent with octher U.S.
-~ UJ.8. raetainsg full u=ze of all improvemnants
DProcurensnt of Philivnine Productsy

- .8, maintains the current waiver of the Zalance o Pavmenta Prog

o psermit purchaas of Philivnpine goods for Y.5. foraes and expandsz

waiver to include USCINCPAC’ 2 for

lid
[
[0o]
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enextation of a aguatiser relocation olian

- Subpiect to the availability of funds, the L

I

prevared Lo assizt the GOP in its security
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Pogtacript

Under the eves of the pantheon devoted to Statecrafit, there lies a broad
range of finely articulated relationships, bolstered and sustained by a
variety of "tools", which collectively structure the relationships
bilaterally and multilaterally between states. In the hierarchical scale of

“*words-to-action', none of these relationshipse, short of war, liess closer to
the ultimate consummate bond between nations than does the basing of one
nation’s troops upon another nation’s soil. And, to shift mecaphors, this
physical vonding or 'grafting®” of two nations (politics, =conomics, mxlilitary
forces) might apbear to "look"™ like a few small branches gratted to a major
plant {(=.g., % small basges 1n a country?’); however, they are, in reality, more

like two plants (albeit one certainly larger than the ather? which have major

conrections at the root level where the crosa-grafiting Zrings about mutually
guataining ben=fitsz to the two plants,. Thua, how one views such a aymbiotic
reiationship, either literally or figuratively, depende unon Zoth which view
one zubgscribes to (bonding at the branch or root level) as well as from which
plant one is viewiling the relationahip. Or, to return LYo mors Ladk
netaphorical dground, "where you stand depends in great part on where you
si1t". Two natione rarely have the gzame view of the worid, and laikewise,
th=ir s=lf interests, real and percsived, are rarely the sane. Herein lLies
the rub and the friction over which negotiation and dipi fouhoery oY

.....
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